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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is responsive to amendment filed on May 31 st , 2008. 

Claims 27-32, 35, 36, 40, and 43 have been amended. 

Claims 27-32, 35, 36, and 38-46 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 27-32, 35, 36, and 38-46 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

• The claims contain elements that should not be capitalized. For example, in 
claim 1 recites "Management Entity having... Provisioning Node... Network 
Element... Protocol Adapter and etc." 

• Claim 31 recites "...this Provisioned Node..." Examiner suggests Applicant 
amend the word to "said Provisioned Node" or "the Provisioned Node". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 27-30, 40-44, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claims recite elements (i.e. "protocol adapter", "Manager", "means for 
communicating with a mapping module...", "...object classes" and etc..) that all may 
reasonably be implemented as software routines. The specification does not mention 
any hardware components that may be interrelated with the software elements provided 



Application/Control Number: 10/520,795 
Art Unit: 2157 



Page 3 



above. Therefore, the claims are rejected as a system of software per se, failing to fall 
within a statutory category of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 

various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 

made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 

37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 

commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Claims 27-32, 35, 36, and 38-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wilson (U.S 2002/0029298) in view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art 
(5/31/08 Applicant's arguments) hereinafter AAPA. 

Regarding Claims 27 and 29 , 

Wilson taught a Management Entity having a Provisioning Node side intended for 
provisioning a service towards a Network Element by sending provisioning orders, the 
Management Entity supporting a Subscription Management Generic Interface that 
includes a SuM-GI Data Model, the Management Entity comprising: 

at least one Protocol Adapter for communicating with a specific protocol 
technology used at the Network element ffl61 , Ln. 3-7]; 

a SuM-GI Manager for sending provisioning orders to manage subscriptions to 
services in the Network Element with a number of SuM-GI Operations operating on 
Objects Classes included in the SuM-GI Data Model, and independently from an 
internal data model used by the Network Element [^60, 1J61]; 

Wilson did not specifically teach means for communicating with a mapping 
module in the Network Element for mapping a provisioning order received from the 
SuM-GI Manager into a number internal operations operating on an internal data model 
supported by the Network Element, wherein the SuM-GI Data Model comprises at least 
one Object Class, selected from a group of Object Classes: SubscriptionIRP, 
SubscriptionFunction, and ServiceProviderFunction object classes. 

Applicant has stated in the arguments filed on May 31 st , 2008 that the SuM-GI 
Operations operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model are defined object 
classes well known to one skilled in the art (AAPA: Pg. 13, 1J1). Since Wilson taught 
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mapping between managed objects of the managed system and resources are provided 
by a standardized telecommunications network ffl59, H60], the mapping would obviously 
utilize a data model to map orders received from the manager. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to combine, the SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model as admitted by Applicant, into Wilson's managing 
system, as it would provide well defined subscription provisioning across heterogeneous 
protocols or provisioned entities. 

Regarding Claim 31 , 

Wilson taught a method for provisioning services to subscribers of a 
communication network between a Management Entity that has a Provisioning Node 
side for provisioning a service, and a number of Managed Entities each Managed Entity 
having a Provisioned Node side intended for receiving provisioning orders from the 
Management Entity, the method comprising the steps of: 

assigning a specific protocol technology for communication between a SuM-GI 
Manager at a Provisioning Node side and each SuM-GI Agent at respective Provisioned 
Node sides ffl61, Ln. 3-7]; 

sending provisioning orders from a SuM-GI Manager toward at least one SuM-GI 
Agent with a number of SuM-GI Operations for operating on Object Classes included in 
a SuM-GI Data Model ffl60, 1(61]; 

receiving the provisioning orders at a SuM-GI Agent in the Provisioned Node side 
of at least one Managed entity with a number of SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
Classes included in the SuM-GI Data Model ffl60, 1J61]; and 
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Wilson did not specifically teach mapping in this Provisioned Node side the 
provisioning order received from the SuM-GI Manager with the SuM-GI Operations 
operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model into a number of internal 
operations operating on an internal data model supported by the Managed Entity and 
wherein the SuM-GI Data Model comprises any Object Class, or combinations thereof, 
selected from a group of Object Classes that includes: SubscriptionIRP, 
SubscriptionFunction and ServiceProviderFunction object classes. 

Applicant has stated in the arguments filed on May 31 st , 2008 that the SuM-GI 
Operations operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model are defined object 
classes well known to one skilled in the art (AAPA: Pg. 13, 1J1). Since Wilson taught 
mapping between managed objects of the managed system and resources are provided 
by a standardized telecommunications network fl[59, 1}60], would obviously utilize a data 
model to map orders received from the manager. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to combine, the SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model as admitted by Applicant, into Wilson's managing 
system, as it would provide well defined subscription provisioning across heterogeneous 
protocols or provisioned entities. 

Regarding Claim 32 , 

Wilson teaches upon receipt of a provisioning order from a Subscription 
Management Generic Interface Manager in a SuM-GI Agent at a Sub-Network 
Manager, the method further comprising the steps of: 
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transferring the provisioning order received from a first SuM-GI Manager at a 
Provisioning Node side of a Management Entity or higher hierarchical Managed Entity 
toward a second SuM-GI Manager at a Provisioning Node side of the current node HI68, 
H69]; 

assigning a specific protocol technology for communication between the second 
SuM-GI Manager at the Provisioning Node side of the current node and each SuM-GI 
Agent at respective Provisioned Node sides of lower hierarchical Managed Entities 
ffl68, H69]; and 

sending provisioning orders from the second SuM-GI Manager toward at least 
one SuM-GI Agent at a Provisioned Node side of a lower hierarchical Managed Entity 
[H68, H69]; 

Wilson did not specifically teach a number of SuM-GI Operations intended for 
operating on Object Classes included in a SuM-GI Data Model. 

Applicant has stated in the arguments filed on May 31 st , 2008 that the SuM-GI 
Operations operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model are defined object 
classes well known to one skilled in the art (AAPA: Pg. 13, Since Wilson taught 
mapping between managed objects of the managed system and resources are provided 
by a standardized telecommunications network flT,59, 1J60], would obviously utilize a data 
model to map orders received from the manager. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to combine, the SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model as admitted by Applicant, into Wilson's managing 
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system, as it would provide well defined subscription provisioning across heterogeneous 
protocols or provisioned entities. 

Regarding Claims 28, 30, and 35 , 

Wilson taught substantially all the limitations of claims 27, 29 and 31 however, 
failed to explicitly teach the Subscription Management Generic Interface (SuM-GI) 
includes a SuM-GI Data Model further comprising any Managed Object Class, or 
combinations thereof, selected from a group of Object Classes that includes: 
Subscription, Subscriber, ProvidedService, User and UserServicePreferences object 
classes. 

Applicant has stated in the arguments filed on May 31 st , 2008 that the SuM-GI 
Operations operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model are defined object 
classes well known to one skilled in the art (AAPA: Pg. 13, IP). Since Wilson taught 
mapping between managed objects of the managed system and resources are provided 
by a standardized telecommunications network 0f59, 1J60], would obviously utilize a data 
model to map orders received from the manager. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to combine, the SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model as admitted by Applicant, into Wilson's managing 
system, as it would provide well defined subscription provisioning across heterogeneous 
protocols or provisioned entities. 

Regarding Claims 36, 41 , and 43 , 

Wilson taught substantially all the limitations of claims 27, 29, and 31 however, 
failed to explicitly teach the Subscription Management Generic Interface (SuM-GI) 
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includes a SuM-GI Operation set intended to act on the SuM-GI Data Model and 
comprising any Operations, or combinations thereof, selected from groups of operations 
that include: creating, modifying, removing and getting: Subscriber, User, Provided 
Service, Subscription; adding, removing and getting User to or from a given 
Subscription; and setting and getting User Service Preferences for a user under a given 
Subscription. 

Applicant has stated in the arguments filed on May 31 st , 2008 that the SuM-GI 
Operations operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model are defined object 
classes well known to one skilled in the art (AAPA: Pg. 13, IP). Since Wilson taught 
mapping between managed objects of the managed system and resources are provided 
by a standardized telecommunications network fl[59, 1J60], would obviously utilize a data 
model to map orders received from the manager. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to combine, the SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model as admitted by Applicant, into Wilson's managing 
system, as it would provide well defined subscription provisioning across heterogeneous 
protocols or provisioned entities. 

Regarding Claim 38 , 

Wilson taught the Subscription Management Generic Interface (SuM-GI) is 
arranged for holding specific attributes or characteristics of those objects included in the 
SuM-GI Object Model in a generic information placeholder associated to each particular 
object [1162, H69]. 

Regarding Claim 39 , 
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Wilson taught the Subscription Management Generic Interface (SuM-GI) is 
arranged for allowing each individual SuM-GI Agent to determine whether or not each 
particular attribute in a list of attributes is applicable in the node where the SuM-GI 
Agent resides, the applicability depending on a specific internal data model in said node 
[H62, H69]. 

Regarding Claim 40 , 

Wilson taught substantially all the limitations of claims 27, 29, and 31 however, 
failed to explicitly teach in a communication network, a Subscription Management 
Generic Interface (SuM-GI) comprising: a SuM-GI Data Model and SuM-GI Operations 
( Pg.5, Par [00611 ), for provisioning services to subscribers of the communication 
network wherein said Subscription Management Generic Interface (SuM-GI) operates in 
accordance with an Integration Reference Point (IRP) specification within an IRP 
Generic Network Resource Model, wherein the SuM-GI Data Model comprises at least 
one Object Class selected from a group of Object Classes that includes: 
SubscriptionIRP, SubscriptionFunction, and ServiceProviderFunction object classes. 

Applicant has stated in the arguments filed on May 31 st , 2008 that the SuM-GI 
Operations operating on Object Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model are defined object 
classes well known to one skilled in the art (AAPA: Pg. 13, IP). Since Wilson taught 
mapping between managed objects of the managed system and resources are provided 
by a standardized telecommunications network [1f59, 1J60], would obviously utilize a data 
model to map orders received from the manager. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, to combine, the SuM-GI Operations operating on Object 
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Classes of the SuM-GI Data Model as admitted by Applicant, into Wilson's managing 
system, as it would provide well defined subscription provisioning across heterogeneous 
protocols or provisioned entities. 
Regarding Claim 45 , 

Wilson taught at least one Managed Entity is a Network Element in which a given 
service is provisioned, and wherein a number of Managed Entities may optionally form a 
hierarchical Sub-Network Manager structure interposed between a centralized 
Management Entity acting as a Network Manager, and a number of Network Elements, 
each Sub-Network Manager comprising: 

a SuM-GI Manager, a SuM-GI Agent and a number of Protocol Adapters, thus 
presenting a Provisioned Node side towards a Provisioning Node side at a Network 
Manager or at another Sub-Network Manager, and a Provisioning Node Side towards a 
Provisioned Node side at a Network Element or at another Sub-Network Manager [1162, 
H68, H69]. 

Regarding Claims 42, 44, and 46 , 

Wilson taught both SubscriptionFunction and ServiceProviderFunction object 
classes inherit from a Managed Object Class (ManagedElement) representing 
telecommunication equipment or network element related functions [1163, 1165]. 

Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
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may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

• Vincent et al. (U.S 6,085,255) taught telecommunications support system 
with object oriented translators. 

• Bravo et al. (U.S 2005/0055599) taught system comprising plurality of 
service and network providers supplying services. 

• Sabelhaus et al. (U.S 6,708,207) taught managing multiple management 
information protocols in a network element. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hee Soo Kim whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
3229. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 8:00AM - 5:30PM 
EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571) 272-4001 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 

applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 

information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 

more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 

have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 

Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 

Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 

800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/H. K.I 
6/25/08 

/Ario Etienne/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2157 



